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Simple Summary: Wittgensteinian ethicists argue that we should not rely on a set of principles if
we want to know how to treat non-human animals. Instead, we should look at how we witness
and encounter animals in our lives. We admire wild animals, we feed our pets, and we cure them
as patients. For Wittgensteinian animal ethicists, moral reflection should start from these ways of
thinking about animals. However, our understanding of animals can change depending on context
and circumstance. Not everyone thinks about animals in the same way. It is, therefore, important
that Wittgensteinian animal ethicists are informed about the ways that people think about animals.
We argue that this information should come from data gathered by social sciences such as sociology,
psychology or anthropology.

Abstract: Wittgensteinian approaches to animal ethics highlight the significance of practical concepts
like ‘pet’, ‘patient’, or ‘companion’ in shaping our understanding of how we should treat non-
human animals. For Wittgensteinian animal ethicists, moral principles alone cannot ground moral
judgments about our treatment of animals. Instead, moral reflection must begin with acknowledging
the practical relations that tie us to animals. Morality emerges within practical contexts. Context-
dependent conceptualisations form our moral outlook. In this paper, we argue that Wittgensteinians
should, for methodological reasons, pay more attention to empirical data from the social sciences
such as sociology, psychology or anthropology. Such data can ground Wittgensteinians’ moral inquiry
and thereby render their topical views more dialectically robust.
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1. Introduction

Since the so-called ‘empirical turn’ in bioethics [1–4], ethicists have increasingly appre-
ciated the value of empirical data from the social sciences. Such data can provide guidance
in dealing with applied ethical problems. It has become apparent that universal moral
principles alone cannot adequately accommodate the complexities of concrete, practical
situations [5]. Discussing ethical solutions from a purely theoretical standpoint is not
enough. If we want to provide meaningful criticism and advice, we must engage directly
with the attitudes, values, and complexities inherent in each ethical scenario.

How exactly can empirical data from the social sciences contribute to ethical reflection?
Bioethicists have proffered a variety of answers to this question. Some argue that ethical
judgments should be guided by principles; empirical data can only help contextually
refining these judgments [6] (pp. 25–26). Others deny that principles are helpful (e.g., [7])
and place more emphasis on contextual and empirical factors (for an overview, see [5]). As
the debate has developed, intermediate positions have emerged in which empirical data
inform ethical reflection to varying degrees (for a systematic review, see [8]).
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Since there is no consensus on which of the above stances is correct, we think that it
is, at least, important for applied ethicists to make their position explicit by (1) disclosing
their theoretical assumptions and (2) clarifying which sort of connection their view has
to empirical data from the social sciences. Should empirical data merely support ethical
judgments by refining principles or should it be the very ground of moral judgments?
Indeed, if one rejects the idea that universal principles ground moral judgments, then right
and wrong must be determined relative to context. And, contexts are properly explored
through empirical inquiry, that is, through situated investigations that generate useful data.
For example, by conducting focus groups or qualitative interviews.

Animal ethics has witnessed a shift towards greater use of empirical data (this special
issue is exemplary). Nonetheless, the debate has traditionally been dominated by so-called
orthodox approaches [9,10]. What is distinctive of advocates of orthodox approaches—be
they deontologists [11,12] or utilitarians [13–15]—is that they employ moral principles
established a priori that serve as a point of reference for moral evaluations. Even if
some advocates of orthodox approaches increasingly consider empirical data from the
social sciences, they still discern what is right or wrong from moral principles. Orthodox
animal ethicists make use of empirical data hold that what the folk think is the right
way to treat animals is only relevant as a means to implement the right course of action
(e.g., by nudging them in the right direction [16] (pp. 176–181)). Some advocates of
orthodox approaches might suggest that, given our psychological dispositions towards
animals, we should favour a particular moral theory, one that accommodates our tendency
to favour humans [17]. Nonetheless, the relevant mindset remains: we first identify the
correct theory (with associated principles) and only then do we apply it in the most effective
way. As we will see, the connection between empirical data and animal ethics has, to date,
only taken into consideration the orthodox position. Such is, for example, the stance taken
by Kirsten Persson and David Shaw in their ground-breaking article “Empirical Methods
in Animal Ethics” where they systematise how orthodox accounts would benefit from
empirical data from both the natural and social sciences [18].

However, orthodox approaches had their critics: Wittgensteinian ethicists. The latter
criticised the former for being reductionistic and rationalistic [9]. Wittgensteinians em-
phasise the inextricable link between morality and our form of life; the latter being “the
intertwining of culture, worldview, and language” [19] (p. 124). They argue that any moral
problem is best understood by considering the context within which it emerges. Every
morally relevant concept and every morally relevant action has its origin in the network
of language games and practices that constitute our forms of life. Morality cannot be
understood from an external point of view nor can it be reduced to a set of moral principles
established a priori as e.g., utilitarian claim to do cf. ([13]). Rather, the meaning of each
moral concept should be understood through its use in different practices, in different
language games.

Like so-called anti-theorists [20] (pp. 21–22), Wittgensteinians argue that a moral
judgment about some situation “cannot be coded in explicit and general principles” [20]
(p. 20). Rather, it “involve[s] a complicated understanding of the good life” [20] (p. 20).
And such an understanding is always situated within a context, it is formed through the
plurality of concepts that constitute our forms of life. The promise that our moral judgments
might be enriched beyond classical uses of deontological and consequentialist principles
has prompted something of a revolution in ethical studies in the wake of Wittgenstein,
e.g., [21,22] and an interest towards applied problems in ethics in general, e.g., [23] and
animal ethics in particular, e.g., [24–28]. However, in animal ethics, little has been said
about the relationship between Wittgensteinian approaches and social sciences (Hannah
Winther’s recent work [3]—inspired by the philosophy of Cora Diamond—is an exception).

Note that our aim in this paper is not to settle the question of whether Wittgensteinian
approaches indeed provide a better understanding of moral problems than orthodox
approaches. There is ongoing debate in this regard. We aim, rather, to show that, given
their peculiar approach, Wittgensteinians should make extensive use of empirical data.



Animals 2023, 13, 2747 3 of 16

Indeed, the fact that Wittgensteinians ground moral judgments in our forms of life (rather
than in principles) raises the question of how they should interpret data from the social
sciences. When sociologists, anthropologists, and psychologists describe how a community
perceives animals, for example, they are describing the concepts that constitute their form of
life. They can, for example, show how animals are conceptualised and what sort of morally
relevant relationships with them are de facto present. If so, then it seems natural to draw
from the social sciences when engaging in ethical reflections and discussions. However, in
animal ethics, Wittgensteinians have so far only explored the concepts we live by through
discussions of the work of poets and novelists [25,27–32] or by drawing on anecdotal
experiences and on their own preconceptions of what an animal is (cf. [27,30]). We contend
that this is not sufficient. Hence, our primary aim here is to argue that Wittgensteinians
should, for methodological reasons, rely on the social sciences if they wish to present a
robust alternative to the orthodox approach. That is, they should interpret empirical data
about the specific contexts and situations they are interested in as the starting point for any
ethical reflection.

In Sections 2 and 3 of this paper, We will make explicit the Wittgensteinians’ peculiar
approach to ethics by exploring how the orthodox and the Wittgensteinian approaches
substantiate moral judgments. Wittgensteinians, as opposed to orthodox approaches,
consider different sorts of reasons to be relevant when justifying moral judgements. For
example, the fact that an animal is a pet gives us already a reason to act in a certain way
(without the need to invoke any principles). The fact that we think about some animals in
this way is taken to be a reason for why it is wrong to eat them. Asking whether it is wrong
to eat them is seen as an ill-guided question. This will show how Wittgensteinians consider
descriptions of how we de facto already think as bearing a normative potential.

In Sections 4 and 5, we argue that social sciences can inform us with relevant descrip-
tions about how we already think about moral issues and conclude that a systematic inquiry
into how people actually think about animals can provide a more substantial foundation
for Wittgensteinian ethical reflection than does the anecdotal approach they have used so
far. Wittgensteinian reflections should not shy away from engaging in interdisciplinary
work with social scientists. Indeed, the former’s perspective provides a profound insight in
the work of social scientists: the data they collect is normatively relevant.

In Section 6, we briefly address some possible worries such as the concern that Wittgen-
steinian approaches lead to relativism. Even if our paper is not aimed at defending a
Wittgensteinian position we think it is important not to trivialise their approach as it could
indeed provide a more context-sensitive approach to animal ethics.

2. What’s Wrong with Eating Pets? Orthodox versus Wittgensteinian Answers

In this section, we take a first step towards defending our claim that Wittgensteinian
animal ethicists [24–32] should rely on empirical data from the social sciences to develop
a substantial foundation for their ethical reflections. This step is grounded in the idea—
held by the Wittgensteinians and reflected in the way they support their judgments—that
descriptions of how we already think about animals carry a normative potential. To better
elucidate this idea, we will contrast the way in which Wittgensteinians and utilitarians—one
of the dominant positions in orthodox animal ethics—ground ethical judgments.

Consider the following question: “What’s wrong with eating pets?”.
A utilitarian e.g., [13–15] might respond:
“Eating pets is wrong because one must kill the pet to eat it and this would cause,

on balance, more harm than good in the world” (In this example we are assuming that
killing the animal would bring about the highest amount of harm. Hence, e.g., we assume
that (1) the harm inflicted to the animal would not outweigh the pleasure derived from
eating it and that (2) there are alternatives to eating an animal that would bring about better
consequences).

It is important to note that utilitarians mainly give two reasons for why eating pets
is wrong:
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1. We should adhere to the principle of maximising overall happiness (or pleasure
or well-being).

2. Non-human animals are sentient beings.

These reasons are aimed at supporting the claim that eating pets is wrong. They are
aimed at justifying the utilitarian’s above answer: the utilitarian is justified in holding that
it is wrong to eat a pet because they can give us these two reasons. Since these reasons
justify the morality of a judgment we will call them justificatory reasons.

Note that two different claims are being made in the above case.

1. Reason 1 involves a normative claim. It concerns how we ought to act: maximise happiness.
2. Reason 2 involves a descriptive claim. The fact that a pet is a sentient being describes

how the world is. It tells us a putative fact.

The fact expressed in 2 is normatively inert, provided we do not have a principle
instructing our behaviour. This principle need not be the utilitarian one which we have
used as an example. It might be a deontological principle that prohibits treating animals
as means to an end [11,12]. In any event, the point is that, once we know that the animal
is sentient, we must still look for a principle telling us what the right (or wrong) thing
to do would be. We do not have a moral reason to refrain from eating the pet if there is
no principle that informs us about the right way to act. Once we accept that we should
maximise happiness, we can accept that the fact of sentience is a reason not to harm the
pet. Being sentient is, then, a reason that justifies our action in a morally relevant way.
But, this is only because we hold to a prior moral principle. The fact that we are dealing
with a pet does not provide us with any justificatory reason over and above the fact of
sentience. What is morally relevant is that we are dealing with a sentient being. Whether it
is a pet, vermin, or a farmed animal is per se irrelevant (It is worth noticing that, within
a specific context a utilitarian might say that hurting a pet causes an indirect harm to the
owner, whereas hurting a pest would probably maximise the happiness among people.
So, overall, more happiness would come from hurting the pest.). In utilitarianism as in
other orthodox approaches, the animal that we encounter in particular situations is, in
a sense, reduced to an impoverished entity detached from any practical context, be it a
“being with interest” [13], a “subject-of-a-life” [11], “kin” [33], or a “fellow creature” [34].
In these approaches the various authors seem to look for the animal per se. That is, the
essence of the animal that we encounter in every context and to which moral principles
hold us responsible. And the way to identify what that animal is, typically, consists in a
scientific inquiry about its sentience or other cognitive capacities which, in turn, allow us
to determine whether it has the relevant intrinsic properties to be included in the moral
community [35].

Wittgensteinians might respond to the question, “What’s wrong with eating pets?”
by remarking:

“What’s wrong with you? A pet is not something to eat!”

For the Wittgensteinian, it is crucial that we are dealing with a pet and not merely
with a generic sentient being. The Wittgensteinian argues that we should not eat our pets
because they are our pets. Saying that they are our pets is already a justificatory reason
as it points out at the shared understanding of what ‘pet’ means i.e., how some use such
term in a form of life. For the Wittgensteinian, reminding that the animal is a pet should be
sufficient, and a demand for further reason is, to some extent, an inappropriate question.
However, it is not clear how describing an animal in a certain way counts as a justification.
So, on what principle does the Wittgensteinian ground ‘being a pet’ as a justificatory reason?

An advocate of the orthodox approach would claim that all the Wittgensteinian is
doing is explaining how the world already is. The Wittgensteinian is saying something
like “we humans have this sort of practice that we call ‘pet-keeping’ where we take care of
animals and do not eat them”. The orthodox ethicist might argue that the Wittgensteinian
is merely providing an explanatory reason, that is, a reason that explains why people do
not eat their pets. People do not eat their pets because what ‘being a pet’ means for them
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entails not eating the pet. People have a form of life that makes it abhorrent to eat their pets.
But, the orthodox ethicist might argue, this leaves open the question of whether people
really should not eat their pets. Wittgensteinians are simply pointing at how the world
(descriptively) is, but they have no (normative) principle that instructs them how to act [36]
(p. 376). In other words, the orthodox ethicist is asking for further reasons.

However, the need for further reasons and the appeal to universalizable principles is
precisely what Wittgensteinians dispute. They refuse to reduce our moral life to a set of
principles that everybody has to abide by. As we will see, for Wittgensteinians, the wrongness
that stems from eating a pet cannot be reduced to the violation of a principle and to the
fact that a pet is a sentient being. What ultimately makes a reason a justificatory reason is
a particular concept we live by within a particular form of life. For Wittgensteinians, moral
judgment should not be limited to a “shallow” and “moralistic tone” [27] (pp. 468–469) which
is conveyed through principles. It should, instead, allow us to show aspects of a particular
form of life: that is, it should take into account the nuances that differentiate the variety of
concepts through which agents make sense of the world.

The concept of a ‘pet’ cannot be disentangled into separate evaluative and descriptive
components; rather, it carries a particular meaning that those engaged in the practice of
pet-keeping can aptly grasp. Thus, questioning why it is wrong to eat a pet means to
address questions that don’t need to be asked cf. [37] (p. 56) [38] as they lead us to engage
what Bernard Williams calls “one thought too many” [39] (p. 19). Diamond, for example,
claims that with these questions one “runs a risk of leaving those fundamental features
of our relationship to [pets] which are involved in our not eating them” (In the original
text Diamond makes this point about human beings, but the same considerations apply
to pets) [27] (p. 467). The mere acknowledgment that we are dealing with a pet already
encompasses an understanding of how we should treat them. One might dispute that we
are dealing with a pet, but the very fact that one acknowledges that we are dealing with a
pet comes with an understanding of how we treat pets.

The same line of criticism applies as well to deontological approaches, even though
they seem closer to Wittgensteinians than utilitarians. Indeed, deontologists can formulate
obligations specific to the fact that the animal is a pet. Claire Palmer argues, for instance,
that we have obligations towards domesticated animals which differ from those towards
wild animals due to the particular relationships we establish with the former [40]. Along
these lines, one could argue that we also have specific obligations towards pets and therefore
claim that also deontologist make reference to concepts such as ‘pet’. The primary difference
with Wittgensteinian approaches, as will be clarified in the following sections, lies in their
distinct meta-ethical approach. As pointed out by Alice Crary and Lori Gruen, deontologists
still adhere to a strict distinction between facts and values, deriving our normativity from
universalizable principles [41] (pp. 97–98). Moreover, any obligation we have towards pets
will depend on previously established principles—such as the “respect principle”—which
apply universally to all beings in virtue of the fact that they are e.g., ‘subjects-of-a-life’ [11].
Therefore, if we have special obligations towards a pet, they will still be grounded on
universalizable principles and on a conception of the animal as an animal per se.

In other words, the reasons why we should not harm a pet are established in both
deontological and utilitarian accounts by referring to a principle whose violation determines
the wrongness of an action, and, ultimately, to the fact that the being in question is sentient.
However, for Wittgensteinians, this is not the case. The wrongness of eating a pet can only
be understood if one is raised in a community where the practice of pet-keeping holds
particular significance.

We will argue that this peculiar understanding of ethics means that Wittgensteinians
should employ empirical data as a ground for moral argumentation.

We have explicated how the orthodox approach grounds justificatory reasons in
principles and how Wittgensteinians ground them in people’s forms of life. We now flesh
out Wittgensteinian ethics to show how simply being a pet can serve as a justificatory
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reason. That is, how they derive normative claims from a description of how people
already think.

3. Morality in a Form of Life: Anti-Reductionism and Description in Wittgensteinian
Moral Thought

For Wittgensteinians, the wrongness of eating a pet, understood through the concept
‘pet’ and the practice of ‘pet keeping’ cannot be reduced to a prohibition on harming
sentient beings to maximise happiness. Instead, these notions demonstrate meaningful
ways in which we can understand our relationships with animals.

There are two aspects of the Wittgensteinian approach that highlight how normativity
stems from our forms of life.

Firstly, Wittgensteinian ethical inquiry is anti-reductionist. Such anti-reductionism can
be understood in two ways:

1. Our understanding of morality is not reduced to a set of principles.
2. The animals we encounter within our form of life—such as “pets”, “patients”, and

“companions”—are not reduced to beings with morally relevant properties. Wittgen-
steinians do not reduce pets to animals per se (the sum of morally relevant properties).

Secondly, Wittgensteinian ethical inquiry is a descriptive approach to ethics. There
is no overarching and universal principle, criterion, or theory that can ground moral
judgments and provide ultimate solutions. There is rather a plurality of morally relevant
concepts that the ethicist should highlight and describe.

Wittgensteinians’ anti-reductionism and descriptivism are grounded in the idea that
morality is always constituted within a specific form of life. That is, within the “intertwining
of culture, world-view and language” [19] (p. 124) that shape our understanding of the
world. Indeed, what we come to understand as moral is always shaped within a particular
context through language games. This means that the concepts that we understand as
moral gain their meaning through the use of terms within particular contexts and situations.
Any morally sound judgment can only be established within the boundaries of practical
and linguistic activities. Understanding what is wrong with eating pets must come with
an understanding of what it means to live a specific form of life where pets are involved.
Paraphrasing Rorty, Diamond states that

[m]oral concern is something we have not as rational beings or as animals with
certain capacities but as members of communities within which this or that
language of moral deliberation has taken shape [31] (p. 39).

Our understanding of morality—as constituted in a form of life—becomes the starting
point for comprehending what is morally justified or unjustified. We can only understand
how moral judgments are justified by considering how meaning is constructed within
a community. People living in different communities come to understand the world
differently as they engage in distinct practices and language usage. There is a “close
relationship between the people and their environment and the delicate adjustment of their
lives to that environment has come to be encoded into other grammar of their language” [42]
(p. 36) cf. [43] (p. 487). Indeed, this is reflected in how animals are classified and described
cf. [44–46]. The way a Scottish fisherman from the 12th century perceives the world will
vary significantly from a contemporary Italian animal ethics researcher’s perspective. The
meaning of ‘fish’ for them differs. To the former, comprehending what a fish is involves
understanding the practice of fishing. The fish might be viewed as a source of sustenance
or as a sea dweller. Conversely, for the Italian animal ethicist, a ‘fish’ might simply be a
biological being, a subject-of-a-life deserving respect, or an ethically controversial source
of protein. When we assert that their form of life differs, we imply that their outlook on
the world diverges, and such disparity manifests in the contrasting ways these individuals
engage with and have learned how to use the concept of ‘fish.’ By engaging in different
language-games, the meaning of the term varies due to its different usage.
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3.1. Against Reduction to Theory

In general terms, Wittgensteinians maintain that the source of moral judgements is
more complex than the orthodox approach allows. Following the motto “I’ll teach you
differences” [47], Wittgensteinians urge us to pay attention to the multitude of conceptuali-
sations that shape and enrich our moral deliberations. Oskari Kuusela, for instance, states
that we should resist the idea that there are some “distinctively moral words or concepts
[. . .] necessary for morality” [48] (p. 85). We need not turn to principles to understand the
rightness or wrongness of an action. Instead, the rightness or wrongness of an action is
already embedded in ordinary language and practical concepts. As already mentioned,
in line with anti-theorists (e.g., [49] (pp. 176–179)), Wittgensteinians resist the idea that
principles can provide an exhaustive account of the morally relevant reasons characterising
a particular context. As Anne-Marie Christensen puts it,

these thinkers turn their attention towards the fine-tuned description of the many
ways in which moral considerations arise in human life, pointing to the gap
between the simplicity of the picture of moral thinking offered by moral theories
and the startling complexity of considerations and influences drawn on in actual
moral practice [48] (p. 177).

Nevertheless, it should be noted that theory and principles are not necessarily repu-
diated. Some authors lower the relevance of theory and principles in our life by claiming
that they do not have ultimate authority over our decisions, even if they can be helpful in
clarifying the issues at stake. Moral theories may not provide “the most important form
of understanding of our moral life”, but they can still provide “forms of general orienta-
tion” [20] (p. 208). In other words, our actions are informed by prima facie justificatory
reasons rather than a decisive justificatory reasons. These prima facie reasons count in
favour of or against any given moral judgement but cannot provide us with a categorical
answer. Principles would then function as prima facie reasons that provide us guidance in
seeing what is at stake, but cannot provide us with an ultimate solution with certainty.

3.2. Against Reduction of Animals to Animals Per Se

Wittgensteinians’ focus on the complexities of moral practices highlights a second
way in which the orthodox account deflects us from our moral lives. Viewing animals as
sentient beings oversimplifies the complexity of how we encounter animals. Orthodox
approaches (specifically, utilitarianism) do not explore questions like “what does it mean to
be a pet owner?” or “what kind of special relationship emerges between pet and pet owner?”
Instead, they dissolve these differences, which arguably enrich our diverse experiences.
The pest we want to get rid of, the wild animals we admire, and the pets we cuddle are
substituted for an animal per se. But, we cannot and do not encounter animals per se in
our forms of life. Lamenting this impoverishment of our moral life, Diamond writes:

It is a mark of the shallowness of these discussions [. . .] that the only tool used
in them to explain what differences in treatment are justified is the appeal to the
capacities of the beings in question [27] (p. 468).

Indeed, framing oneself as a “pet-owner” rather than a “livestock-owner” comes with
significantly different connotations, connotations that the notion of being a “sentient-being
owner” does not seem to capture.

The reduction of a pet to a sentient-being is relevant for this discussion because it
comes with an impoverished understanding of meaning and normativity. The concept ‘pet’
has an irreducible meaning for the relationships shaped through practices and language
games specific to our forms of life. We learn what a pet is within special circumstances.
This learning is built on playful and loving practices similar to those we enjoy with family
members. We allow them in our house, we take care of them, and we show them love and
affection [27] (p. 469).

These intricate networks of practices implicitly inform us how we ought to behave.
They hold deep significance for us because they constitute part of our form of life and our
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understanding of ourselves as human beings [27] (p. 470). The reasons why it is wrong
to eat one’s pet cannot be encompassed by the judgement that eating a sentient being is
wrong. In fact, utilitarians cannot a priori exclude that we should eat our pets in certain
circumstances. There will be circumstances where it is actually morally required by the
principle of maximising overall happiness. If one’s pet dog were struck by lightning but
still edible, then utilitarians cannot dismiss the idea that we ought to eat it (if doing so
would maximise happiness) [26] (p. 374). The Wittgensteinian would argue that there is
something deeply disturbing about eating one’s pet, something that is absent when eating
a farmed animal. Both might be wrong, but the former is worse. There might be situations
where the Wittgensteinians would concede that eating one’s pet is a reasonable thing to do
but that would not make it a good action.

For Wittgensteinians, eating one’s pet can be thought of as an attack on the way we
make sense of the world. This is why “if we call an animal that we are fattening for the
table a pet, we are”, at best, “making a crude joke” [27] (p. 470). If we get rid of the concept
‘pet’, then we lose a number of justificatory reasons, reasons that utilitarianism cannot
account for. Reasons that matter deeply to the agents involved in the situation and shape
the agents’ moral understandings of the world.

3.3. Wittgensteinians’ Descriptive Proclivity

It is possible to characterise Wittgensteinian ethics as descriptive owing to its anti-
reductionism [20,49,50]. We cannot reduce our moral understanding to a principle and we
cannot reduce a pet to an animal per se. We are, then, confronted with a plurality of moral
concepts and moral reasons. There is no ultimate guide for decision-making and action.

Wittgenstein claimed that “[p]hilosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use
of language” [51] (p. 55); “it can in the end only describe it” [51] (p. 55). Ethicists can
dedicate themselves to “arranging what we have always known” [51] (p. 52). They can do
this by exploring how what already matters can be applied in different situations. They
might show us that the animals we eat cannot be reduced to livestock or food, because
they could be also meaningfully described as companions or wild animals to which we
owe some reverence and respect. The ethicist’s job becomes that of someone who helps
others to understand and reshape the world they perceive by making explicit the way they
conceptualise the animal.

In sum, anti-reductionism and descriptivism motivate Wittgensteinians to reject the
orthodox move of conferring normativity to reasons by means of principles. They un-
derstand our form of life as being the entwinement of practices, language, and meaning.
This entwinement constitutes the ground of meaningful ethical discourse. It provides a
theoretical framework that demands that we engage in a description of how we already
conceptualise the world. These conceptualisations constitute the grounds for justification.
They provide us with a much richer understanding of morality than a reduction to principle
can allow.

As mentioned, Wittgensteinians might claim as follows: “A pet is not something to eat!”
For Wittgensteinians, this claim itself provides a justificatory reason for why eating pets
is wrong as it reminds us of a fundamental way in which we understand our relationship
with pets. The irreducibility of the many reasons stemming from our forms of life is why
“we do not eat our pets” is not merely an explanatory reason. It is what warrants treating
descriptions as normative.

In the next section, we aim to show how social scientists can substantiate Wittgen-
steinian moral inquiry. In other words, we suggest what sort of empirical data Wittgen-
steinians can use to ground their moral judgments. We also argue that Wittgensteinians
should do this if they wish to cogently address important moral issues.

4. Empirical Data for Ethical Guidance

In this section, we discuss how the social sciences can contribute to the Wittgensteinian
approach to animal ethics. We provide a very general overview, which should help to
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ground an initial understanding of the issue. It is by no means exhaustive. Indeed, social
sciences like sociology, anthropology, and psychology are diverse, varying in methodolo-
gies, fields of inquiry, and theoretical frameworks. We can nevertheless recognise the type
of data that is valuable in this context.

To make our case, we draw on insights in Persson and Shaw’s paper “Empirical Meth-
ods in Animal Ethics” [18] which already discussed how empirical data from both natural
and social sciences can inform orthodox approaches to animal ethics. Their classification
regarding the significance of social science data is of particular interest as they identify six
ways in which empirical data can contribute to ethical decision-making [18] (pp. 858–859).
We shall focus on the most argumentatively salient three (Indeed, these authors claimed
as well that empirical data from social sciences can be used for enhancing the contextual
relevance and realism of ethics, describing factual information relevant to normative argu-
ments and demonstrating the ethical dimensions of science, technologies, or organizations
(Persson and Shaw 2015, 856). However as these are not strictly relevant for the present
argument, we will not discuss them):

1. Data about reasoning and moral beliefs held by agents involved in a specific prac-
tice [18] (pp. 858–859)

2. Data about concrete examples of situations that can make “ethics more context-
sensitive or realistic” [18] (pp. 858–859)

3. Data about moral issues specific to a practice that has been overlooked by extant
moral theories [18] (pp. 858–859)

Regarding 1, Persson and Shaw stress the importance of knowing about people’s
opinions and beliefs: “without the knowledge of people’s awareness of the problem, there
is no starting point for rules or guidelines” [18] (p. 857). Things like principles might be
“too abstract” [18] (p. 858). It is, then, “unlikely that people are willing and able to stick to
them in their context-dependent everyday life decisions” [18] (p. 858).

Regarding 2 and 3, Persson and Shaw argue that including such data in ethical dis-
cussions enables animal ethicists to ask more refined and precise questions. Persson and
Shaw highlight the shift from broad inquiries like “does it matter whether their suffering
can be compared to ours?” [18] (p. 858) to more focused considerations like ”is it morally
acceptable what we do in line with our norms/laws to those creatures which certainly do
suffer?” [18] (p. 858). They also point out that “qualitative data about people’s opinions
could [. . .] point to potential ethical issues” when it comes to aspects of human-animal
interaction that have yet to be considered [18] (p. 857). Interviewing individuals engaged
in specific moral contexts might uncover issues that moral theorists have overlooked. Such
interviews could, for example, reveal conflicts between wildlife and humans, or conflicts
within animal communities that ethical theorists have not anticipated.

Persson and Shaw’s claims are sound and in line with the views of a growing number
of philosophers who suggest that:

1. We should adjust moral theory to make it more realistic [17].
2. It does not make sense to develop a practical philosophy that ignores our psychological

dispositions [52].

If we want to implement norms, then we must seriously consider these two sug-
gestions. However, proponents of such views are largely still aligned with the orthodox
approach to animal ethics. They establish a set of ethical principles that tell us what is the
right thing to do. They then proceed to try to find the most effective way to implement those
principles [16] (pp. 176–181). In other words, they start from established moral principles,
rather than from our forms of life, to secure what is morally relevant. They might claim
that “there is the danger of moral relativism if context-sensitivity is overrated” [18] (p. 858).

Wittgensteinians would respond that context sensitivity cannot be overrated. It is the
very ground that makes it possible to establish sensible moral discourse. Only concepts and
norms that are already present at the moment of the inquiry constitute justifying reasons in
moral discourse since the acquisition of new concepts takes time and involves the prolonged
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engagement of an agent in a practice. Ethical judgments should be grounded in the concepts
that agents adopt, concepts like ‘pet’, ‘companion’, and ‘patient’ etc. This involves delving
into the normative structure of forms of life (e.g., the practice of keeping pets). This how the
social sciences can grant Wittgensteinians a more comprehensive and rigorous understanding
of their topic. In fact, we contend that—given their approach to morality—Wittgensteinians
can interpret these data as prescriptive, as affording justifying reasons.

5. Wittgensteinians and the Social Sciences

We might say that the social sciences can add meat to the bones of the animal per
se. This can be done by describing what sorts of animals and what sort of norms can be
found in any given context. Are we dealing with pets or patients? Is it wild or liminal life?
And, what follows from this? The social sciences might provide the justifying reasons that
Wittgensteinians claim the orthodox approach precludes. Qualitative data from a particular
context would provide the Wittgensteinians the very concepts upon which to develop their
ethical reflections. For example, social scientists might show us that animals are seen, e.g.,
as companions or as patients in certain contexts. These animals are treated in a way that the
notion of ‘sentient being’ cannot properly describe. Indeed, every kind of practice prompts
the need to gather data ad hoc, as Wittgensteinian hold that the meaning of concepts and
words varies with their use, and therefore, with the different practices.

As mentioned, Wittgensteinians stress the role that context-dependent conceptualisa-
tions play in our moral life. They have also provided examples of which sort of concepts
underpin our moral comprehension of the world. These might be concepts like ‘human-
ity’ [24,25,27,29,53], ‘pet’ [27,30], or ‘fellow creature’ [27,30]. However, when it comes to
animal ethics, Wittgensteinians have not reached their conclusions through systematic and
empirically informed analysis. They claim that concepts like ‘humanity’, ‘pet’, and ‘fellow
creature’ help us understand aspects of our moral life. Yet, they remain ambiguous about
(1) the extent of the consensus surrounding these concepts, and (2) the varying interpreta-
tions of them. That is, they did not show who holds these concepts, in which contexts they
are employed nor whether they are understood in the same way by everyone.

Mostly, Wittgensteinians rely on literature and poetry to paint an imaginative (albeit
rich) understanding of the relevant concepts. Diamond, for example, uses Charles Dickens’
A Christmas Carol to illustrate how we understand the concept of being human. Although
we might accept that poetry and literature can provide a nuanced understanding of morality
(many have argued for this, e.g., [32,54]) we contend that this is not sufficient to ground
substantial Wittgensteinian ethical reflection. Indeed, the concepts that an author explores
might not appropriately describe everyone’s understanding. Nor are they necessarily
appropriate for every group of agents in different contexts.

For example, Wittgensteinians themselves do not share the same understanding of
‘pet’. Diamond argues that we understand what a ‘pet’ is because we let them into our
houses [27]. Instead, when discussing the difference between our relationship with people
with cognitive disabilities and our relationship with pets, Taylor, another Wittgensteinian,
claims that

we clothe them but not our pets, seat them at the dinner table next to us and not
place a bowl on the floor for them, they live in the house with us, not in a kind of
kennel in the yard [30] (pp. 224–225).

Indeed, some people believe that the definition of ‘pet’ does not entail their residing
indoors. For instance, besides those who confine their dogs and cats mainly to the outdoors,
there are people who keep horses or chickens as pets, whose presence in houses and flats
designed for human residence would cause significant trouble.

We think that the lack of a systematic inquiry into moral concepts is a significant
shortcoming of current Wittgensteinian reflections on animal ethics. Moral concepts un-
dergo changes in meaning and context over time. Philosophers cannot possibly possess a
priori knowledge of such evolving concepts. They should rather rely on qualitative data to
explore the conceptualisations people live by in the particular contexts in question.
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The following two examples illustrate our point.
Firstly, the understanding of ‘pet’ can vary. If Wittgensteinians are interested in

developing ethical reflections grounded in what the concept ‘pet’ means for a particular
group of people, they should gather qualitative data about how the concept is used by that
group of people. For example, Alison Sealey and Nickie Charles, following the idea that
people’s experience and practices involving animals are reflected in their language [43]
(pp. 486–487), [55], gathered qualitative data through open questions among UK citizens
about the way they conceive animals. By asking, for example, ‘what is it that distinguishes
a pet from other animals?’, they received a variety of different answers which show that
within large populations, such concepts tend to vary [43] (p. 493), cf. also [56]. Generally,
however, the understanding of ‘pet’ is often mixed with that of ‘family member’ [57–59].
There is empirical evidence that pets in Israel are increasingly considered to be part of the
family. In fact, they can be explicitly assigned the status of ‘children’ (or implicitly assigned
the status of ‘flexible persons’ [60] (p. 422). Data gathered in the US show that pets assume
a crucial function in social [61] and familiar interactions [57,59] since they are sometimes
described as the ‘glue’ that keeps the family together, or the beings around which one’s
‘household revolves’ [59] (p. 483). This does not mean that there are no other contexts
where the same conditions apply. It is, though, an empirical question, one that should be
tested in each different situation.

Secondly, the idea of applying a given concept to a novel situation may be inconceiv-
able to some ethicists. They might need empirical evidence to stretch the limits of their
imagination. Diamond initially doubted that the concept of ‘friendship’ could be extended
to encompass all animals. She has, though, later on acknowledged that her perspective
was limited. This was after she witnessed bondings between whales and Greenpeace
rescuers [9] (p. 12) [27] (p. 470). Another example comes from the experience of Hannah
Winther. She discusses the value that empirical inquiry can have when it comes to grasping
the conceptualisations that different forms of life have about animals. She recounts how
her ways of conceptualising salmon was enriched by learning how people from Norwegian
and Samí cultures employ concepts like ‘iconic’, ‘beautiful’, and ‘amazing’ to describe
salmon [3] (p. 11).

The kind of data from social sciences that should be employed by Wittgensteinians
should then make explicit the way agents conceptualise animals in a given practice. These
data can be gathered through qualitative interviews where questions such as “what is it
that distinguishes a pet/a vermin/patient from other animals?” [43] (p. 493) can be asked
to agents involved in a practice. A limitation of the present paper is that it cannot provide
concrete and detailed examples of the kind of empirically derived qualitative data from
which Wittgensteinian ethical reflection would most benefit. Indeed, we would need a data
set about a particular context and about a particular problem to start with. For example,
about the ethical issues concerning euthanasia in veterinary clinical practice in Austria.
However, while we maintain that every ethical reflection should begin with an analysis
of the concepts people engage with in a specific context, we would like to broadly outline
how this process would look in general terms.

Let’s consider the moral complexities that veterinarians face when dealing with the
euthanasia of, for example, a dog. Here the Wittgensteinian would be required to understand
how the dog is conceptualised by the various agents. Beyond merely interacting with a
sentient being, veterinarians grapple with diverse conceptualizations of the animal, influenced
by how they and their clients perceive the dog. An inquiry into such perception would provide
the Wittgensteinian with a clear idea of how the animal is conceived by different actors in
the context of the clinic. Social sciences could then provide a systematically developed and
transparent starting point (as opposed to the experiences that Diamond and Taylor have with
their pets). As previously mentioned, pets might not only be seen as ‘family members’, but
also as companions with whom people share emotional bonds and confide in [59,62]. Some
even refer to them as “‘live-in’ therapists” [59] (p. 485) [63], highlighting their indispensable
role in their owners’ lives. As a result, when veterinarians attend to a pet, they are not
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only dealing with a ‘patient’ but also with a being intertwined with specific practices that
constitute the essence of the client’s life. The loss of a pet can lead to significant grieving for
the owner [64] and this underscores the intricate nature of the veterinarian’s decisions, which
cannot be simply reduced to maximizing the welfare of a being with interests. In certain
situations, clinicians may even need to “encourage families to create healing rituals to mourn
their loss and honor their companion animals” [59] (p. 490) cf. [65,66].

Exploring such conceptualisations allows the Wittgensteinian to gain insight about the
differences between cases of euthanasia in small animal practice and cases of euthanasia
of farm animals. Farmers might see animals as commodities or sources of income [67]
(p. 9) rather than as ‘family members’. Concepts such as ‘commodity’ would highlight
a tension between what the animal means for the farmer’s life with what it means for
veterinarians who might find themselves as “advocates for the animal patient” [68] (p. 7).
Horses, for example, might be seen in completely different ways whether they are kept as a
pet or as livestock. It is by departing from such conceptualisations that the Wittgensteinian
philosopher can develop their ethical reflections. However, what these conceptualisations
are, must be explored on a case-by-case basis, following the Wittgensteinian idea that
meaning is determined by use.

The above considerations provide important insight into the work of social scientists.
The data collected by social scientists in interviews, focus groups, and questionnaires, are
normatively relevant. They grant us a glimpse into the conceptual world that constitutes
the moral landscape of a particular group of agents. Given how their anti-reductionist
and descriptive perspectives are rooted in forms of life, Wittgensteinians are well advised
to collaborate with social scientists. This can be fruitful when it comes to describing and
evaluating moral practices in real-life complexities. It can, then, serve as a solid foundation
for grounding Wittgensteinians’ moral criticisms. They should not wait and hope for the
poet’s glimpse into the depths of new concepts. Rather, they should systematically and em-
pirically explore how different understandings of concepts shape people’s understanding
of moral problems.

6. Discussion

We have argued that Wittgensteinians should substantiate their ethical judgments
with empirical data from the social sciences. An interesting question is whether social
scientists are ethicists, given that they provide us with normative material. We think that
the answer is “no”. Social scientists can describe how people think about moral issues, but
they are not typically reflecting on how people think in order to judge whether they are
right or wrong in doing a certain action. Social scientists can help us answer questions like
“how are animals thought of in this or that practice?” Ethicists, whether orthodox or not, in
contrast, ask questions like “is this way of conceptualising about animals appropriate?”,
“are there other ways we can think about this problem?”, and so on. Ethics—at least the
Wittgensteinian understanding of it that we have outlined in Section 3 is the activity or
discipline of reflecting on already-held beliefs and already-established concepts. We are
doing the work of ethicists as soon as we (1) reflect on the concepts we live by and (2) use
those concepts as justificatory reasons (rather than as mere explanatory reasons).

This leads to a further question. If the line between descriptive and normative issues
becomes indistinct—if the line between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ becomes blurred—would this justify
the status quo? If so, then Wittgensteinian approaches offer little in comparison to orthodox
approaches, as they would be defending an ethical perspective incapable of providing
any moral criticism. One might even be led to question the purpose of this article. Why
propose improving an animal ethics position that is ultimately not worth considering?
This is not the primary focus of our discussion; addressing it in detail would require more
than is possible in this paper. It is, nonetheless, necessary to provide a brief response to
such concerns.

Advocates of the orthodox approach are sometimes concerned that Wittgensteinians
would defend the status quo, because they are simply “reducing ethics into sociology” [69]
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(p. 37). By surrendering the high ground that moral principles offer, the ethicist can no
longer criticise a given state of affairs. This concern relies on a misunderstanding of the
Wittgensteinian position. It is true that Wittgensteinians claim that criticism must rely on
forms of life. However, this does not mean that we should accept any “of the multitudinous
contents that happen to be subsumed by that form” [70] (p. 332). As a matter of fact, though
Wittgensteinians tend to refuse that there is some absolute point from which we can judge
everything, they still concede that there are concepts, or as Diamond calls them “guides to
thinking” that survive the test of time [71] (p. 303). So even if they develop, so to speak,
a bottom-up approach, this does not mean that various forms of life do not share part of
the same ground. Wittgensteinians tend to emphasize anti-reductionism and the need to
accept that every “exploration has to be carried out from a position of immanence within
linguistic practice” [72] (pp. 97–98). But this in no way entails that there is one linguistic
practice which is the right one.

Discussing the ethics of animal experimentation, Diamond remarks that a “laboratory
rat is neither a machine nor a person; if it were one or the other, there would be no problem
with how to draw the boundaries of morality” [26] (p. 346). How we should conceptualise
the rat is undecided (let alone how we ought to treat it). What is clear is that there is
something off—something morally distasteful—about treating an animal as a research tool.
The problem arises from within a form of life. There is no need to appeal to a principle
of utility maximisation. Wittgensteinians contend that the variety of ways in which we
conceptualise animals in our forms of life provides sufficient resources for ethical critique
and change [20,38].

This means that the Wittgensteinian approach does not merely provide us with
(1) a description of the conceptualisations that constitute an understanding of a particular
practice, and (2) the nuances that characterise a context. Rather, it helps us to reflect on
these descriptions and nuances. It asks us to try out different concepts and compare them
against each other [26]. Is this animal necessarily a pest? Or can we treat it like a liminal
noisy neighbour? Is the laboratory rat a tool? Or, does it make, after all, sense to conceive it
as a companion?

The only move that Wittgensteinians refuses to make is to reduce the moral landscape to
a set of principles, a set of principles that putatively grants us a high ground from where to
judge human-animal interactions. For Wittgensteinians, we never have and never will attain
such a high ground. We might say that our moral landscape is full of hills and valleys. It is a
landscape that we must explore when confronted with a moral problem that requires workable
solutions. Within the plurality of moral concepts that constitute forms of life, we must reflect
on—we must take account of—every extant element. There is no ultimate conceptualisation
that we can ‘force’ on reality and then declare “this is how the world is!” cf. [73].

Wittgensteinianism cannot be hasty dismissed. The Wittgensteinian approach might
allow us a methodologically fine-grained understanding of various situations. It can
provide us with the tools for a nuanced moral criticism of the ways we deal with animals.
Different communities are entrenched in different webs of meaning, different practices, and
different uses of languages. To successfully explore the plurality of conceptualisations that
constitute such webs, Wittgensteinians are well advised to collaborate with social scientists.
With these resources, Wittgensteinians might demonstrate how their account offers a more
fine-tuned understanding than the one offered by orthodox accounts.

7. Conclusions

We have argued that incorporating empirical data from the social sciences is essential
for Wittgensteinian approaches to animal ethics because such data can determine Wittgen-
steinians’ ethical reflections by identifying the concepts upon which the criticism can start.
Wittgensteinian approaches require empirical data to comprehend the foundations on
which their criticism of orthodox approaches is based. Given their anti-reductionist and
descriptive stance, Wittgensteinians identify a broad range of elements as justificatory
reasons. These elements, they claim, characterise our lived morality in a way that orthodox
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approaches do not. Wittgensteinians argue that the reasons why we should hold a particu-
lar moral judgment are found in the concepts that constitute our understanding of morality
within specific forms of life. For example, the wrongness of eating one’s pet exceeds the
violation of a principle that prohibits us from harming a sentient being. Instead, it reflects
an action that disrupts our form of life and thereby threatens the meaning of a good life.

Wittgensteinian approaches to animal ethics have mostly refrained from systematically
engaging in empirical analyses during ethical reflection. They have, instead, traditionally
turned to poetry and literary fiction to exemplify the richness of moral life. Although
we acknowledge the importance of literary works in enhancing moral understanding, we
contend that the social sciences can offer valuable information. This is because concepts
evolve over time and can vary across different forms of life.

In short, Wittgensteinian ethics needs empirical data from the social sciences if it
is to live up to its own methodological promises of providing us a more fine-grained
understanding of ethical problems.

Author Contributions: The first author is Erich Linder and the last author is Herwig Grimm. Con-
ceptualisation, E.L.; writing—original draft preparation, E.L.; writing—review and editing, E.L. and
H.G.; supervision, H.G. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors express their gratitude to the Messerli Research Institute members
for their precious inputs and in particular to Konstantin Deininger and Konstantin Eckl for their
invaluable feedback and comments to the text. We would, further, like to thank the anonymous
reviewers whose comments have allowed us to greatly improve the clarity of the text.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Borry, P.; Schotsmans, P.; Dierickx, K. The Birth of the Empirical Turn in Bioethics. Bioethics 2005, 19, 49–71. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Hurst, S. What ‘Empirical Turn in Bioethics’? Bioethics 2010, 24, 439–444. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Winther, H. Reflective Empiricism and Empirical Animal Ethics. Animals 2022, 12, 2143. [CrossRef]
4. Leget, C.; Borry, P.; De Vries, R. ‘Nobody Tosses a Dwarf!’ The Relation Between the Empirical and the Normative Reexamined.

Bioethics 2009, 23, 226–235. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Flynn, J. Theory and Bioethics. In The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy; Winter 2022 ed.; Zalta, E.N., Nodelman, U., Eds.; The

Metaphysics Research Lab Philosophy Department Stanford University: Stanford, CA, USA, 2022; Available online: https://plato.
stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/theory-bioethics (accessed on 10 March 2023).

6. Caplan, A.L. Ethical Engineers Need Not Apply: The State of Applied Ethics Today. Sci. Technol. Hum. Values 1980, 5, 24–32.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. MacIntyre, A. Does Applied Ethics Rest on a Mistake? Monist 1984, 67, 498–513. [CrossRef]
8. Davies, R.; Ives, J.; Dunn, M. A Systematic Review of Empirical Bioethics Methodologies. BMC Med. Ethics 2015, 16, 15. [CrossRef]
9. Monsó, S.; Grimm, H. An Alternative to the Orthodoxy in Animal Ethics? Limits and Merits of the Wittgensteinian Critique of

Moral Individualism. Animals 2019, 9, 1057. [CrossRef]
10. Aaltola, E.; Hadley, J. (Eds.) Animal Ethics and Philosophy: Questioning the Orthodoxy; Rowman & Littlefield: Lanham, MD, USA, 2014.
11. Regan, T. The Case for Animal Rights; University of California Press: Berkeley, CA, USA, 2004.
12. Francione, G.L.; Garner, R. The Animal Rights Debate: Abolition or Regulation? Columbia University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
13. Singer, P. Animal Liberation; Harper Collins: New York, NY, USA, 1975.
14. John, T.M.; Sebo, J. Consequentialism and nonhuman animals. In The Oxford Handbook of Consequentialism; Portmore, D.W., Ed.;

Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2020; pp. 564–591.
15. Višak, T. Capacity for Welfare Across Species; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2022.
16. Kasperbauer, T.J. Subhuman: The Moral Psychology of Human Attitudes to Animals; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2017.
17. Fischer, B.; Palmer, C.; Kasperbauer, T.J. Hybrid Theories, Psychological Plausibility, and the Human/Animal Divide. Philos. Stud.

2023, 180, 1105–1123. [CrossRef]
18. Persson, K.; Shaw, D. Empirical Methods in Animal Ethics. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2015, 28, 853–866. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2005.00424.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15812972
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2009.01720.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19438442
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani12162143
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2009.01711.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19338523
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/theory-bioethics
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/theory-bioethics
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224398000500403
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11665127
https://doi.org/10.5840/monist198467438
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12910-015-0010-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani9121057
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-021-01743-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-015-9560-0


Animals 2023, 13, 2747 15 of 16

19. Glock, H.J. A Wittgenstein Dictionary; Blackwell: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1996.
20. Christensen, A.M.S. Moral Philosophy and Moral Life; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2021.
21. De Mesel, B.; Kuusela, O. (Eds.) Ethics in the Wake of Wittgenstein; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2019.
22. Agam-Segal, R.; Dain, E. (Eds.) Wittgenstein’s Moral Thought; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2017.
23. Salskov, S.A.; Beran, O.; Hämäläinen, N. (Eds.) Ethical Inquiries After Wittgenstein; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2022.
24. Crary, A. Minding What Already Matters: A Critique of Moral Individualism. Philos. Top. 2010, 38, 17–49. [CrossRef]
25. Crary, A. Inside Ethics: On the Demands of Moral Thought; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2016.
26. Diamond, C. Experimenting on Animals: A Problem in Ethics. In The Realistic Spirit: Wittgenstein, Philosophy and the Mind;

Diamond, C., Ed.; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1991; pp. 335–365.
27. Diamond, C. Eating Meat and Eating People. Philosophy 1978, 53, 465–479. [CrossRef]
28. Diamond, C. The Difficulty of Reality and the Difficulty of Philosophy. Partial Answ. J. Lit. Hist. Ideas 2003, 1, 1–26. [CrossRef]
29. Mulhall, S. Moralism, Moral Individualism and Testimony. In Cora Diamond on Ethics; Mulhall, S., Ed.; Oxford University Press:

Oxford, UK, 2021; pp. 175–195.
30. Taylor, C. Our Fellow Creatures. In Ethics in the Wake of Wittgenstein; Kuusela, O., De Mesel, B., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK,

2019; pp. 220–232.
31. Diamond, C. The Importance of Being Human. R. Inst. Philos. Suppl. 1991, 29, 35–62. [CrossRef]
32. Crary, A. Beyond Moral Judgment; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2007.
33. Steiner, G. Animals and the Moral Community: Mental Life, Moral Status, and Kinship; Columbia University Press: New York, NY,

USA, 2008.
34. Korsgaard, C.M. Fellow Creatures: Our Obligations to the Other Animals; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2018.
35. Delon, N. Against Moral Intrinsicalism. In Animal Ethics and Philosophy: Questioning the Orthodoxy; Aaltola, E., Hardley, J., Eds.;

Rowman Littlefield International: Lanham, MD, USA, 2015; pp. 31–45.
36. McMahan, J. Our Fellow Creatures. J. Ethics 2005, 9, 353–380. [CrossRef]
37. Agam-Segal, R. Cora Diamond and the Uselessness of Argument: Distances in Metaphysics and Ethics. In Morality in a Realistic

Spirit; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2019; pp. 50–67.
38. Diamond, C. Moral Differences and Distances: Some Questions. In Commonality and Particularity in Ethics; Alanen, L., Heinämaa,

S., Wallgren, T., Eds.; St. Martin’s Press: New York, NY, USA, 1997.
39. Williams, B. Persons, Character, and Morality. In Moral Luck: Philosophical Papers 1973–1980; Cambridge University Press:

Cambridge, UK, 1981; pp. 1–19.
40. Palmer, C. Animal Ethics in Context; Columbia University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
41. Crary, A.; Gruen, L. Animal Crisis: A New Critical Theory; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2022.
42. Lee, D. Competing Discourses: Perspective and Ideology in Language; Longman: London, UK, 1992.
43. Sealey, A.; Charles, N. “What Do Animals Mean to You?”: Naming and Relating to Nonhuman Animals. Anthrozoös 2013, 26,

485–503. [CrossRef]
44. Dransart, P. Earth, Water, Fleece, and Fabric: An Ethnography and Archaeology of Andean Camelid Herding; Psychology Press: London,

UK; New York, NY, USA, 2002.
45. Kockelman, P. A Mayan Ontology of Poultry: Selfhood, Affect, Animals, and Ethnography. Lang. Soc. 2011, 40, 427–454.

[CrossRef]
46. Hunn, E. The Utilitarian Factor in Folk Biological Classification. Am. Anthropol. 1982, 84, 830–847. [CrossRef]
47. Shakespeare, W. King Lear; Classic Books Company: Uxbridge, UK, 2001.
48. Kuusela, O. Defending Diamond Against Harcourt: Wittgensteinian Moral Philosophy and the Subject Matter of Ethics. In The

Routledge Handbook of Philosophy of Friendship; Jeske, D., Ed.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2022; pp. 138–150.
49. Christensen, A.M.S. What is Ethical Cannot be Taught—Moral Theories as Descriptions of Moral Grammar. In Wittgenstein’s

Moral Thought; Agam-Segal, R., Dain, E., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2017; pp. 175–199.
50. Hämäläinen, N. Wittgenstein, Ethics and Fieldwork in Philosophy. In Ethics after Wittgenstein; Amesbury, R., von Sass, H., Eds.;

Bloomsbury Academic: London, UK, 2021; pp. 28–48.
51. Wittgenstein, L. Philosophical Investigations; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2010.
52. Flanagan, O. The Science of the Mind; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1991.
53. Gaita, R. A Common Humanity; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2000.
54. Nussbaum, M.C. Giustizia Poetica: Immaginazione Letteraria e Vita Civile; Mimesis: Milan, Italy, 2012.
55. Atran, S.; Medin, D. The Native Mind and the Cultural Construction of Nature; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2010; p. 487.
56. Blouin, D.D. Are Dogs Children, Companions, or Just Animals? Understanding Variations in People’s Orientations toward

Animals. Anthrozoös 2013, 26, 279–294. [CrossRef]
57. Cain, A. Pets as Family Members. In Pets and the Family; Sussman, M., Ed.; Haworth Press: New York, NY, USA, 1985; pp. 5–10.
58. Cohen, S.P. Can Pets Function as Family Members? West. J. Nurs. Res. 2002, 24, 621–638. [CrossRef]
59. Walsh, F. Human-Animal Bonds II: The Role of Pets in Family Systems and Family Therapy. Fam. Process 2009, 48, 481–499.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
60. Shir-Vertesh, D. Flexible Personhood: Loving Animals as Family Members in Israel. Am. Anthropol. 2012, 114, 420–432. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.5840/philtopics20103812
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819100026334
https://doi.org/10.1353/pan.0.0090
https://doi.org/10.1017/S135824610000744X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10892-005-3512-2
https://doi.org/10.2752/175303713X13795775535652
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404511000467
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1982.84.4.02a00070
https://doi.org/10.2752/175303713X13636846944402
https://doi.org/10.1177/019394502320555386
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2009.01297.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19930434
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1433.2012.01443.x


Animals 2023, 13, 2747 16 of 16

61. Bulsara, M.; Wood, L.; Giles-Corti, B.; Bosch, D. More Than a Furry Companion: The Ripple Effect of Companion Animals on
Neighborhood Interactions and Sense of Community. Soc. Anim. 2007, 15, 43–56. [CrossRef]

62. Allen, K. Coping with Life Changes and Transitions: The Role of Pets. Interactions 1995, 13, 5–8.
63. Cain, A. A Study of Pets in the Family System. In New Perspectives on Our Lives with Companion Animals; Katcher, A., Beck, A.,

Eds.; University of Pennsylvania Press: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 1983; pp. 72–81.
64. McCutcheon, K.A.; Fleming, S.J. Grief Resulting from Euthanasia and Natural Death of Companion Animals. Omega J. Death

Dying 2001, 44, 169–188. [CrossRef]
65. Hafen, M.; Rush, B.; Reisbig, A.; McDaniel, K.; White, M. The Role of Family Therapists in Veterinary Medicine: Opportunities for

Clinical Services, Education, and Research. J. Marital. Fam. Ther. 2007, 33, 165–176. [CrossRef]
66. Imber-Black, E.; Roberts, J.; Whiting, R. (Eds.) Rituals in Families and Family Therapy, 2nd ed.; Norton: New York, NY, USA, 2003.
67. Springer, S.; Jenner, F.; Tichy, A.; Grimm, H. Austrian Veterinarians’ Attitudes to Euthanasia in Equine Practice. Animals 2019,

9, 44. [CrossRef]
68. Springer, S.; Sandøe, P.; Bøker Lund, T.; Grimm, H. “Patients’ Interests First, but. . .”—Austrian Veterinarians’ Attitudes to Moral

Challenges in Modern Small Animal Practice. Animals 2019, 9, 241. [CrossRef]
69. Aaltola, E. The Anthropocentric Paradigm and the Possibility of Animal Ethics. Ethics Environ. 2010, 15, 27–50. [CrossRef]
70. Pleasants, N. Nonsense on Stilts? Wittgenstein, Ethics, and the Lives of Animals. Inquiry 2006, 49, 314–336. [CrossRef]
71. Diamond, C. Reading Wittgenstein with Anscombe, Going on to Ethics; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2019.
72. Lovibond, S. Between Tradition and Criticism: The “Uncodifiability” of the normative. In Ethics in the Wake of Wittgenstein; De

Mesel, B., Kuusela, O., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2019; pp. 84–102.
73. Deininger, K.; Aigner, A.; Grimm, H. Resisting Moral Conservatism wit Difficulties of Reality: A Wittgensteinian-Diamondian

Approach to Animal Ethics. J. Value Inq. 2022, 57, 1–19.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1163/156853007X169333
https://doi.org/10.2190/5QG0-HVH8-JED0-ML16
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2007.00014.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani9020044
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani9050241
https://doi.org/10.2979/ete.2010.15.1.27
https://doi.org/10.1080/00201740600831364

	Introduction 
	What’s Wrong with Eating Pets? Orthodox versus Wittgensteinian Answers 
	Morality in a Form of Life: Anti-Reductionism and Description in Wittgensteinian Moral Thought 
	Against Reduction to Theory 
	Against Reduction of Animals to Animals Per Se 
	Wittgensteinians’ Descriptive Proclivity 

	Empirical Data for Ethical Guidance 
	Wittgensteinians and the Social Sciences 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

